), which is about 40% of worldwide international tourist arrivals (World Tourism Organization 2006).
The study of constraints to participation in leisure activities has been a growing theme of research during the past three decades. More recently, this research has been extended to the study of nonparticipation in leisure travel. One model that has been employed to facilitate the study of constraints uses the three categories of constraints as a conceptual framework: intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural. This article extends this framework by testing whether multiple dimensions exist within the structural constraints construct along with the other two dimensions and compares these against demographic variables. A survey of instate and out-of-state travelers was conducted to measure travel constraints. As expected, three dimensions emerged within the structural constraints construct, including place attributes, lack of time, and lack of money. Several demographic differences with respect to constraints also emerged. Knowing why people do not travel can suggest strategies that can be used to overcome constraints.
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Although travel constraints is not a new concept, the literature focuses on narrowly defined supply-side and sociodemographic constraints. These include constraints to trade in tourism such as visas for inbound tourists (Edgell 1988) , distance to the destination (McKercher and Lew 2003) , climate and seasonality (Baum and Hagen 1999; Gomez-Martin 2005) , lack of transportation and accommodation, safety and security (George 2003; Thapa 2003) , and lack of tourism promotion. Crompton (1979) describes these constraints as situational inhibitors. Socio-demographic variables such as age, gender, ethnicity, income, and marital status are also frequently used in tourism literature to explain travel constraints (Burnett and Baker 2001; Smith 1887; Waitt 1997) . However, most of these situational inhibitors and socio-demographicrelated obstacles are atheoretical and assume that constraints are immovable, static, and obstacles to participation (Jackson 2005) . Considering constraints as external obstacles also fails to explain the wide range of associated constraints at the individual or group tourists' level. Furthermore, travel constraints research is more heavily focused on international travelers. Domestic travel, however, is very important, particularly in large countries such as the United States, where the domestic tourism market is much larger than the international market. For example, California alone had more than 309 million domestic travelers in 2004 (California Travel News lead to nonparticipation (Crawford and Godbey 1987) . Examples of intrapersonal constraints include lack of interest, stress, depression, anxiety, religiosity, kin and non-kin reference group attitude, and perceived self-skill. Intrapersonal constraints are relatively unstable and may change within a short period. Interpersonal constraints occur because of unavailability of other people, which prevents an individual from participating in activities that require at least one partner or in which there is a strong preference for a co-participant. Individuals experience this constraint when they are unable to find a friend, family member, or partner to participate with them in the activities of interest. Unlike intrapersonal constraints, interpersonal constrains interact with both preferences and participation (Crawford and Godbey 1987) . These types of constraints are likely to change across life stages and largely depend on marital status, family size, and types of activities. Structural constraints are the intervening factors between leisure preference and participation (Crawford and Godbey 1987) . Examples of structural constraints include lack of time, money, opportunity, information and access, and bad weather (Walker and Virden 2005) .
The model also suggests that constraints are hierarchical in nature. First, intrapersonal constraints are encountered and must be negotiated, followed by interpersonal and then structural constraints (Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey 1991) . According to the hierarchical model, those who are constrained by intrapersonal reasons are prevented from experiencing higher order constraints. Thus, Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey (1991) named intrapersonal constraints as proximal and structural constraints as distant. The proposed hierarchical model was first empirically tested by Raymore et al. (1993) with 363 twelfth graders. Their study stated that intrapersonal, interpersonal, and structural constraints exist in hierarchical order. Hawkins et al.'s (1999) study of adults with intellectual disability and Gilbert and Hudson's (2000) study of a ski market, however, did not support the hierarchical model. This leaves a question that hierarchy might depend on the population studied and types of leisure activities.
Early leisure research primarily focused on the issues of "barriers" to participation (Jackson 2005) . As the leisure constraints research matured, the narrow barrier focus shifted to constraints. Constraints do not always prevent or reduce participation; rather, an individual tries to overcome or negotiate the constraints (Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey 1991; Hubbard and Mannell 2001) . Negotiation strategies include time management, skill acquisition, interpersonal coordination, and financial resources management and strategies (Hubbard and Mannell 2001) . Time management, for example, includes reducing time and changing time, while skill acquisition includes learning new activities and asking others to learn skills. In addition, the outcomes of the negotiation process depend on the relative strengths of constraints, interactions between constraints, and motivation for participation (Crawford, Jackson, and Godbey 1991) . While higher levels of constraints result in lower levels of participation, higher levels of motivation increase participation (Caroll and Konstantinos 1997) . Therefore, the relationship between constraints and motivation is assumed to be inversely related (Hubbard and Mannell 2001) .
Leisure constraints researchers have also explored how various socio-demographic factors play a role in leisure constraints such as gender (Jackson and Henderson 1995; Henderson, Stalnaker, and Taylor 1988; Hudson 2000; Shaw and Henderson 2005) , ethnicity (Stodolska 1998; Stodolska and Yi-Sook 2005) , life stages (Hultsman 1993; McGuire 1984) , family stages (Witt and Goodale 1981) , age (Buchanan and Allen 1985; McGuire 1982) , and disability (Smith 1987) . Leisure constraints research has indicated that women generally perceive more constraints then men (Jackson and Henderson 1995 ). Hudson's (2000) study of constraints on skiing participation revealed that women perceived significantly higher levels of intrapersonal constraints than did men. This is because skiing is a male-dominated sport and women can perceive skiing as too physically demanding and dangerous, which is also true for some other outdoor recreation activities. Interestingly, Hudson's study showed that women had lower constraints than did men for some structural constraints, including crowding, lack of snow, hassle of buying or renting equipment, and other leisure commitments. However, there was no significant difference between men and women in terms of cost and place constraints.
Leisure research has also explored leisure constraints across life stages. It is generally assumed that as the life cycle progresses, people are more affected by all three dimensions of constraints (Blazey 1987; McGuire 1984) . However, there are variations in terms of structural constraints. Pennington-Gray and Kerstetter's (2002) study of nature-based tourists suggested that seniors tend to be less constrained by structural factors than younger groups. McGuire, Dottavio, and O'Leary (1986) found that seniors perceived greater constraints of time and money but were least constrained by transportation or information. Jackson (2005) suggested that as age progresses cost becomes a less important constraint, whereas the role of time as a constraint increases until middle age and then declines in the later stages life. Isolation, a type of structural constraint, however, may become increasingly important in the later stages of life because of mobility. When constraints are analyzed by income, costrelated constraints decline with increasing income, but timerelated constraints increase. This is because individuals make conscious decisions about trade-offs between free time and disposable income (Godbey 2005) .
CONSTRAINTS IN TOURISM
Despite the potential applications of leisure constraints theory in studying travel behavior, only a few articles have used the theory in a tourism context (Fleischer and Pizam 2000; Gilbert and Hudson 2000; Hinch and Jackson 2000; Hudson 2000; Nyaupane, Morais, and Graefe 2004; Pennington-Gray and Kerstetter 2002) . Gilbert and Hudon's (2000) study of a ski market found that non-skiers were constrained by intrapersonal constraints, whereas skiers were constrained by time, family, or economic factors. Their study also revealed that structural constraints such as cost had the highest constraints score. Fleischer and Pizam (2002) studied constraints to travel among Israeli seniors and found that leisure time, discretionary income, and health were the important constraints for seniors. Hinch and Jackson (2000) discussed the value of the constraints framework in understanding tourism seasonality and argued that the framework can provide in-depth insights to study seasonality. Hudson (2000) measured constraints to potential skiers and, using the three levels of constraints a priori, found that women perceived higher intrapersonal constraints than did men. PenningtonGray and Kerstetter (2002) tested the leisure constraints model in a nature-based tourism context and found support for the three dimensional model. Using 14 items, Botha, Crompton, and Kim's (1999) study of visitors at a resort found three factors of constraints: other domains, fear domain, and cost domain. The items under the other domains were primarily related to significant others and conceptualized as interpersonal constraints, the fear domain was essentially intrapersonal, and the cost domain was structural in nature. The structural domain had the most diverse items including costs, distance from home, and lack of time. Among the constraints, cost was found to be the most important factor with the highest score.
STRUCTURAL CONSTRAINTS
Structural constraints are the most important, most researched, and most challenging constraints for researchers to investigate (Jackson 2005) . Cost-and time-related constraints rank among the most widely and intensely experienced constraints (Jackson 2000) . Jackson (2005) also reported some variations among structural constraints experienced by age and income. Young people's leisure is affected by opportunities and costs. During middle adulthood, their constraints decline, but often time eventually emerges as a major constraint due to family and employment. Time-and cost-related constraints decline in older adulthood; however, geographic isolation becomes important. Jackson (2000) suggested broadening the range of criterion variables related to structural constraints.
Nyaupane, Morais, and Graefe's (2004) study tested the three-dimensional model and compared the constraints for participating in three nature-based tourism activities. Their study found that some important items in the structural constraints construct, such as time and costs, do not fit within the construct well. Further evidence of the non-homogenous nature of structural constraints has been provided by other studies (Hawkins et al. 1999; Jackson 1994) . Although cost and time constraints are assumed to be associated with each other as money can buy time and time can be invested to earn money, these are not always correlated with each other (Jackson 2005 ). Nyaupane, Morais, and Graefe suggested that multiple sub-dimensions may exist in the structural constraints construct.
In addition to cost and lack of time, other structural constraints items included in the literature are lack of transportation, the area being too far way, lack of information about the activity and area, and the area being too crowded (Jackson 2005; Walker and Virden 2005) . The key structural items other than cost and time are related to place. However, there is a lack of empirical study on whether these three subconstructs exist within the structural construct. The purpose of this study, therefore, is to determine the three-dimensional structure of constraints, to examine possible sub-dimensions of structural constraints, and to examine differences by sociodemographic characteristics.
METHOD
This study involved two samples of people with an interest in travel in Arizona. Both groups entered a sweepstakes online for a variety of prizes, provided their mailing addresses, and then received the official state visitor's guide in the mail. While entering the sweepstakes, people also had the opportunity to look at travel information about Arizona. The first sample was of Arizona residents who generally found out about the sweepstakes targeted to residents by way of radio advertising in the summer of 2003. To generate a representative group of in-state respondents, a systematic random sample of 1,150 names was drawn from a list of 6,911 people from Arizona who entered the sweepstakes. The second sample was of out-of-state individuals who entered a sweepstakes after seeing an advertisement for Arizona associated with a target cities promotion conducted during the winter of 2004. The cities targeted were in the United States and included Chicago, Illinois; Dallas, Texas; Denver, Colorado; Minneapolis, Minnesota; Portland, Oregon; and St. Louis, Missouri. A total of 18,921 people responded to the campaign. To generate a representative group of respondents, a stratified random sample of 1,200 names was drawn from the list of targeted cities. Both groups were sent nearly identical mailback questionnaires, with minor modifications appropriate to the two groups.
The mailing process followed a method widely accepted in social sciences and marketing research, with an initial mailing of a survey packet, a reminder postcard follow-up, and a second mailing of an entire survey packet to non-respondents. All of the mailings were done in the summer through early fall of 2005. To encourage response, an incentive of $5.00 was offered to respondents if the questionnaire was returned. For the in-state sample, 644 completed surveys out of the 1,150 were returned, for a response rate of 56%, and for the out-ofstate sample, 492 completed surveys out of the 1,200 were returned, for a response rate of 41%. Out of a total pool of 1,136 completed surveys, a total of 332 individuals did not travel to Arizona (for out-of-state sample) or did not take an in-state trip (for in-state sample). These respondents (n = 332) were included in the analysis, as these were the individuals of interest for this particular study.
The questionnaire used for data collection was intended to measure a number of variables. The items of interest for this article include several demographic variables: gender, age, education, income, ethnicity, marital status, children in the household, and place of residence. Non-travelers only were asked to respond to 19 items used to operationalize constraints and were based on previous studies (Nyaupane, Morais, and Graefe 2004; Raymore et al. 1993; Walker and Virden 2005) . The measures include 10 items for structural constraints, 4 items for interpersonal constraints, and 5 items for intrapersonal constraints (Table 1) . Structural constraints had more items to test the three proposed sub-dimensions within this construct, whereas the measurement of the other two dimensions has been well tested in existing research with relatively fewer numbers of items. The items representing all three dimensions were measured by means of a 5-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. To test whether or not three sub-dimensions exist within structural constraints, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used. For the comparison of constraints dimensions with socio-demographic variables, a series of one-way analyses of variance tests (ANOVA) were conducted.
RESULTS
To test the measurement consistency of the constraints dimensions, reliability analyses were conducted. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient scores indicated that the items used to measure these constructs were marginally reliable, as alpha scores were .73 and .68 for intrapersonal and interpersonal constraints, respectively. A CFA was conducted using LISREL 8.2 to test whether or not multiple dimensions exist within the traditional structural constraints construct. A total of 10 items were used to operationalize structural constraints, which were categorized into three sub-dimensions: lack of time, lack of money, and place attributes. Time and cost constraints have been reported in the literature, and their measurement has been consistent; however, place attributes is a new sub-dimension of structural constraints included in this article, thereby increasing the number of structural items. CFA models are evaluated using chi-square goodness-of-fit test and other fit indices (goodness-of-fit index [GFI] , comparative fit index [CFI] , and root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] ). The chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic measures the magnitude of discrepancy between the sample and the covariance matrices (Hu and Bentler 1999) . Although the smaller chisquare value shows the better model, it is sensitive to sample size. It is therefore important to evaluate chi-square value relative to the degrees of freedom. A desirable chisquare/df is less than 3 (Kline 1998). The GFI and the RMSEA are absolute fit indices (Hu and Bentler 1999) , and an acceptable range for these fit indices is greater than .90 and less than .08, respectively (Browne and Cudeck 1993; Kline 1998 ). The desirable value for CFI, an incremental fit index, is more than .9 (Kline 1998) . The results show that the hypothesized three-dimensional model (χ 2 /df = 2.23, GFI = .95, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .068) is within the acceptable ranges for the goodness-of-fit indicators (Figure 1) . Therefore, the results reveal that structural constraints consist of three distinct sub-dimensions, including lack of time, lack of money, and place attributes. Furthermore, reliability analysis was used to test the consistency of the measurement. Cronbach's alpha scores were .55 for time, .86 for cost, and .64 for place attributes (Table  1) . Although lack of time has a low, but marginally accepted, alpha score (Engs and Hanson 1994) , conceptually the two items fit with this sub-dimension. It is also important to note that alpha scores are sensitive to the number of items (Cortina 1993; Engs and Hanson 1994) ; therefore, although Cronbach's alpha for the time sub-construct was low, it was deemed acceptable based on the conceptual consistency of items and the small number of items. These constructs were then compared against various demographic characteristics.
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FIGURE 1 CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS SHOWING THREE SUB-DIMENSIONS OF STRUCTURAL CONSTRAINTS
When comparing the five constraints sub-dimensions, time scored as the primary constraint (M = 3.34, SD = 0.93), followed by cost (M = 2.86, SD = 1.07) and interpersonal constraints (M = 2.42, SD = 0.87). Place attributes (M = 1.98, SD = 0.65) and interpersonal constraints (M = 1.66, SD = 0.66) had the lowest scores (Table 1) . ANOVA tests pointed to several differences among travelers with respect to constraints to travel (Table 2) . Women were more likely to experience cost constraints than were men (F = 5.70, p < .05). There were also age differences, with respondents in the 71 and older age group experiencing significantly higher levels of interpersonal constraints (F = 2.99, p < .05). The mean values showed that the oldest group (71 and older) expressed greater place attributes constraints than did the respondents in the two youngest age groups (30 and younger, 31 to 40; F = 2.46, p < .05). Respondents between 31 and 60 were the most constrained by lack of time; however, the oldest group and the youngest group (30 and younger) JOURNAL OF TRAVEL RESEARCH 5 were constrained by cost. While no differences emerged with respect to education, income was related to constraints, with increasing income corresponding to decreasing interpersonal constraints (F = 7.65, p < .001), decreasing place attribute constraints (F = 2.90, p < .05), and decreasing cost constraints (F = 9.28, p < .001). There were no constraint differences between Hispanic and non-Hispanic respondents or between Arizona and out-of-state respondents. Those having children had more time constraints than did those having no children younger than 18 (F = 8.34, p < .01). Individuals having no spouse had more interpersonal constraints (F = 21.75, p < .001) and fewer time constraints (F = 8.55, p < .01) than did individuals having a spouse. Finally, those who indicated they still plan to travel in Arizona in the future reported lower levels of intrapersonal (F = 26.31, p < .001), interpersonal (F = 5.74, p < .05), and place attribute constraints (F = 8.78, p < .01) than did those who did not plan to visit someday, but the groups did not differ with respect to cost or time constraints. This suggests that time and cost constraints are more difficult to overcome.
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This study extended a leisure constraints model by adding three separate sub-dimensions of structural constraints in the tourism context. Consistent with the literature, two sub-dimensions of the structural constraints, time and costs, scored the highest and were the most important constraining factors. However, place attributes scored lower than did time and costs, which challenges the constraints literature that having all structural constraints items together masks the differences between sub-constructs. This suggests that once costs and time are overcome, factors associated with the destination are not that important. This can be a unique factor related to leisure travel, as place may itself be an attraction. Place-based constraining factors such as traffic, weather condition, and proximity may not prevent people from traveling to the destination if the destination is very attractive. Similarly, the role of three sub-dimensions of structural constraints preventing individuals from traveling differed by various socio-demographic factors, which is consistent with previous studies (Gilbert and Hudson 2000; Hudson 2000; Jackson 2005 ). Cost was a more important constraining factor for the youngest (30 and younger) and the oldest (71 and older) age groups than for other age groups (31 to 70), while time was a less important constraining factor for these youngest and oldest age groups than for the middle ages. This could be because the youngest age group and the oldest age group are economically less prosperous than the other age groups; however, they have more time since they have less time commitment for work or family. Similarly, the lack of money has a greater role in preventing travel for lower income groups than for higher income groups, so it is obvious that the higher income group is less constrained by lack of money. The lower income group also experienced higher place attributes constraints. This could be because some of the place attribute constraints can be overcome by money. For example, having more money may allow an individual to gather more information via more cost-intensive channels such as the Internet and travel books. Similarly, the lower income group's negative perception of distance (i.e., "Areas I wanted to visit are too far away.") may be determined by the cost of transportation, which can be negotiated by money. Those who can afford to fly, for example, would be less likely to consider the destination as too far away.
These findings have important implications for the industry. Understanding constraints to leisure travel is critical to tourism marketers; knowing why people do not travel may suggest strategies that can be used to overcome constraints. Understanding the various dimensions of constraints can help a destination management organization (DMO) to overcome these constraints. Intrapersonal constraints require more work than regular place marketing, including changing people's psychological barriers. Though it is difficult for tourism managers to help non-travelers negotiate interpersonal constraints, some strategies such as package tours for singles or providing more information about the variety of available opportunities that might appeal to the prospective travelers' friends and family are possibilities. Some companies have initiated strategies to connect their customers to each other. Within the structural constraints, DMOs need to focus on three types of constraints: place attributes, cost, and time. Place attributes are the least important constraining factors and include accessibility, seasonality, and information. Among them, information availability and access can most easily be managed by DMOs. Distribution of appropriate and accurate information by tourism-marketing organizations can help to reduce or eliminate some of these constraints. Most importantly, to overcome time-and cost-related constraints, tourism managers can provide short packages and cheaper trips. Since place-related constraints are least important among structural constraints, this can be helpful for DMOs because travelers may not perceive a destination's less-desirable characteristics as importantly if they like the destination.
In conclusion, from a theoretical perspective, this study has demonstrated the existence of sub-dimensions within the traditional structural component of constraints to leisure activity participation. In this case, which specifically focuses on travel, three sub-dimensions of structural constraints consist of place attributes, cost, and lack of time. While cost and lack of time have been identified in other leisure-related activities, place attributes emerged in this study as an important factor in the context of travel behavior. This can be explained as deterring characteristics of the destination, such as traffic problems, unfavorable weather, and lack of information and desired activities. The results suggest that the degree of influence of the three sub-dimensions of structural constraints preventing individuals from traveling differs among market segments. This study focused on the constraints experienced by non-travelers. Only the non-travelers were asked constraints questions, which is a limitation of this study. Those who do travel may also experience constraints and negotiate them at different stages of the travel decisionmaking process. Also, the study did not include a general population of people but rather included individuals who had an interest in travel, had an interest in the specific destination, responded to a promotional message, and entered a sweepstakes. These individuals may not be representative of either a general population of citizens or travelers in general. In fact, this group of respondents likely is less constrained than a general population given its preexisting interest in travel and the destination. This suggests that the constraints experienced may be underreported relative to a more inclusive population.
Nevertheless, the study has allowed further testing of the concept of travel constraints, especially sub-constraints within the structural constraints construct. Further research is needed to determine the role of these constraints at the different stages of the travel decision-making process and with a broader population.
